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tions. Therefore, this new g-uarantee for the maintenance of peace must give 
a real impulse to the efforts for the carrying out of general disarmament .  And 
further still, the renunciation of war must as a necessary complement enlarge 
the possibilities of settling in a peaceful way the existing and potential conflicts 
of national interests. 

STRESEMANN. 

Address by the Secretary of State of the United States to the American Society 
of International Law, Washington, D.C., April 28, 1928 

There seem to be six major considerations which the French Government 
has emphasized in it,s correspondence and in its draft treaty; namely, that the 
treaty must not (1) impair the right of legitimate self-defence; (2) violate the 
Covenant of the League of Nations; (3) violate the treaties of Locarno; (4) 
violate certain unspecified treaties guaranteeing neutrality; (5) bind the parties 
in respect of a State breaking the treaty; (6) come into effect until accepted by 
all or substantially all of the Powers of the world. The views of the United 
States on these six points are as follows: 

(I) Self-defense. There is nothing in the American draft of an antiwar 
treaty which restricts or impairs in any way the right of self-defense. That 
right is inherent in every sovereign State and is implicit in every treaty. Every 
nation is free at all times and regardless of treaty provisions to defend its 
territory from attack or invasion and it alone is competent to decide whether 
'circumstances require recourse to war in self-defense. If it has a good case, the 
world will applaud and not condemn its action. 
• 	Express recognition by treaty of this inalienable right, however, gives 'rise 
to the same difficulty encountered in any effort to define aggression. It is the 
identical question approached from the other side. Inasmuch as no treaty 
provision can add to the natural right of self-defense, it is not in the interest 
of peace that a treaty 'should stipulate a juristic conception of self-defense, since 
it is far too easy for the unscrupulous to mold events to accord with an agreed 
definition. 

(2) The League Covenant. The Covenant imposes no affirmative primary 
obligation to go to war: The obligation, if any, is secondary and attaches only 
when deliberately accepted by a State. Article X of  the Covenant has, for 
example, been interpreted by a resolution submitted to the Fourth Assembly 
but not formally adopted owing to one adverse vote to mean that " it is for 
the constitutional authorities of each member to decide, in reference to the 
obligation of preserving the independence and the integrity of the territory of 
members, in what degree the member is bound to assure the execution of this 
obligation by employment of its military forces." There is, in my opinion, 
no necessary inconsistency between the Covenant and the idea of an unqualified 
renunciation of war. The Covenant can, it is true, be construed as authorizing 
war in certain circumstances but it is, an authorization and not a positive require-
ment. 

(3) The Treaties of Locarno. If the parties to the treaties of Locarno are 
under any positive obligation to go to war, such obligation certainly would 
not attach until one of the parties .has resorted to war in violation of its solemn 
pledge thereunder. It is, therefore, obvious that if all the parties to the Locarno 
treaties become parties to the multilateral antiwar treaty proposed by the 
United States, there would be a double assurance that the Locarno treaties 
'would not be violated by recnurse to arms. . 

In such 'event it would follow  that  resort to war by any state in violation of 
the Locarno treaties would  also be  a breach of the. multilateral antiwar treaty 
and the other parties to the antiwar treaty would thus, as a matter of law, be 
automatically released from their obligations thereunder and, free to fulfill their 
Locarno commitments. 


